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A STUDY OF VON SODEN'S H-TEXT I N  THE CATHOLIC 
EPISTLES 
J. TIM GALLAGHER 
Berrien Springs, Michigan 
A great deal of text critical work has been done in the 
Gospels and Acts. By contrast, the rest of the NT text has 
been given inadequate attention. An example of this is the 
paucity of work done in the text of the Catholic Epistles. 
This neglect is evident with respect to the task of classifying 
manuscripts as to text type. Heretofore it seems that scholars 
have depended largely on the work of Hermann von Soden 
for determining the textual pedigree of manuscripts of these 
epistles. 
As recently as 1943, J. M. Bover seems to have accepted 
without criticism von Soden's classification of manuscripts 
of the Catholic Epistles. On the other hand, A. Merk, a who 
generally stays very close to von Soden, recognizes that some 
manuscripts seem to have been wrongly classified. He there- 
fore shifts 323 and 1739 from the Ib2-text into the H-text 
group but makes no mention of the doubtful classification of 
other manuscripts such as P, that von Soden had classified as 
witnesses to the H-text. Eberhard Nestle seems to follow 
essentially the same practice as Merk by moving 1.739 from 
the Ib2-text to the H-text group and leaving P unchanged. 
Von Soden's classification has lately come up for more 
scrutiny. Two studies recently carried on deal extensively 
J. M. Bover, Novi Testamenti Biblia Graeca et Latina (3d ed. ; 
Madrid, 1943)) pp. lxxiv-V. 
2 Augustinus Merk, Novurn Testamentzcm Graece et Latins (8th ed.; 
Rome, 1957), pp. 39-40. 
Eberhard Nestle, Novum Tesiamenhm Graece, edited b y  Erwin 
Nestle and Kurt Aland (25th ed. ; Stuttgart, 1963), p. 15. 
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with most of the Catholic Epistles. These studies by S. 
Kubo and M. M. Carder "ave demonstrated the untrust- 
worthiness of von Soden's classifications of certain H wit- 
nesses. Kubo's work in I Pe, 2 Pe, and Jude has shown P to 
have been misplaced by von Soden in classifying it with the 
H-text. At the same time, he is in agreement with Carder 
and others in changing the classification of 1739 from Pa, 
von Soden's classification, and including it among the H-text 
group. 
These studies, however, have not included Jas. Therefore, 
the purpose of this paper is to see whether P and 1739 are 
correctly classified by von Sodm in Jas or whether these two 
manuscripts need to be reclassified. 
The method used in this study is a modification of the "MuE 
tiple Reading Method" as proposed by E. C .  C01weU.~ Colwell's 
method of establishing textual affinities involves the exami- 
nation of the relationship of individual manuscripts to each 
other in places in the text where there are three or more 
variants. He contends that by restricting such a study to 
what he calls "units of variation" which exhibit at least 
three variant readings, the distinctive characteristics of text 
types are more readily apparent. However, this could not 
be done in Jas because there were normally only two variants 
Sakae Kubo, "A Comparative Study of PV1 and Codex Vaticanus" 
(Ph. D. dissertation, Dept. of New Testament and Early Christian 
Literature, University of Chicago, 1964), pp. 353-291. Kubo's disser- 
tation has been published without the above cited section. Kubo, 
P7a and the Codex Vaticanus, "Studies and Documents," Vol. XXVII, 
ed. Jacob Geerlings (Salt Lake City, 1965). 
According to an abstract of Muriel M. Carder's Ph. D. dissertation 
"An Enquiry Into the Textual Transmission of the Catholic Epistles" 
(Toronto, 1968), sent to Kubo by the author June 26, 1968, 
E. C. Colwell, "Method of Locating a Newly-Discovered 
Manuscript Within the Manuscript Tradition of the Greek New 
Testament," Studia Evengelica: Pa@evs Presented to tht? Internatiortal 
Congress on "The Four Gospels i n  1957" Held at Christ Chzcrch, Oxfmd, 
1957, ed. Kurt Aland, et a!. (Berlin, 1g5g), pp. 757-777. 
A unit of variation is that place in the text where there is a 
difference among manuscripts. 
in each unit. This seems to be true, with very few exceptions, 
also in the Catholic Epistles generally. 
In order to select the units of variation which were to be 
studied, an examination was made of several editions of the 
Greek NT which contain extensive critical apparatus. The 
editions used were those of Tischendorf, Tregelles, von 
Soden,l0 Merk," and Nestle.12 The units of variation which 
were to be used were chosen on the basis of the number of 
supporting manuscripts. The manuscripts considered sig- 
nificant in the selection of these units were the ones to be 
used in this study (see below). If three or more of these man- 
uscripts were in agreement with a reading and this reading 
opposed another reading supported by the rest of the manu- 
scripts, the unit containing these two readings was selected for 
examination in this study. 
Insignificant details such as movable nu's were not included 
in these apparatus. Itacisms, however, were included among 
the first list of units of variation,13 but later they were dropped 
because some of the collations that were used did not make 
note of them. 
The application of this method for gathering units of 
variation for examination yielded 172 such units. Among the 
172 units of variation there were only 15 which included three 
or more variant readings. This circumstance would prohibit 
the use of Colwell's Multiple Reading Method in this study. 
Manuscripts were chosen which represented von Soden's 
various text types. Virtually the same manuscripts were 
used in this work as in Kubo's study. 
8 Constantinus Tischendorf, Novum Testamenturn Graece, I1 (Leip- 
zig, 1872)~ 248-272. 
Samuel Prideaux Tregelles, T h  Greek New Testamnt, Edited from 
Ancient Authorities, with Their Various Readings in Full, and the Latin 
Vevsdon of Jerome (London, 1857-18g7), pp. 617-627. 
lo Rermann von Soden, Die Schrifikn des Newn Testame~ts, II(Goet- 
tingen, 1913)~ 614-623. 
11 Merk, op. cit., pp. 740-751. 
lS Nestle, op. cit., 573-582. 
l a  Tischendorf made quite a point of including these in his apparatus. 
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These are the manuscripts and their classifications by van 
Soden : l4 
H------ B, N, C, A, P, y, 33 Icf---1611, 1518 
181----1874, 917 IcX-614 
182----623, 5 J-----K 
I&-----920, 69 K - - 4 ,  L 
Ibl-----260, 1758 Kc--223, 479 
I~L--- I739 323,440 Kr---201 
i'. 
Of these Kubo had collated manuscripts B, N, C, Y, 1874, 
917, 623, 5, 920, 69, 260, 323, 440, 1611, 614, S, and 201. l5 
Manuscript 223 was collated in Clark's Eight American 
P r a x a ~ o s t ~ l o i . ~ ~  Scrivener's Codex Azcgiensis l7 included a 
collation of 479. The work of Lake and New, Six CoEEations 
of New Testament M a n ~ s c ~ t s , ~ ~  contained 1739. A collation 
of A was done by the writer.19 Manuscripts 1758 and 1518 
were cited quite fully in von Soden's critical a p p a r a t u ~ . ~ ~  The 
same was true of manuscripts K, L, and P, in Tischendorf's 
critical apparatus.21 Manuscript 33 was included in the 
apparatus of both Tischendorf and Tregelles.a2 
After this selection of manuscripts was made, a chart was 
set up (see Appendix) with the manuscripts listed horizon- 
14 Von Soden, Die Schrifhn des Neuen Testaments, Vol. I ,  Part 3 
(Goettingen, 191 I), p. 1705. 
l6 The writer is deeply indebted to Kubo for the use of these col- 
lations. Had it  not been for this generosity on his part this study could 
not have been undertaken. 
l8 Kenneth W. Clark, Eight American Praxapostoloi (Chicago, 
1941)) pp. 97-103. 
l7 F. H. Scrivener, An Exact Transcript of the Codex Augiensis 
(Cambridge, 1859), pp. 454-457. 
l8 Kirsopp Lake and Silva New (eds.), Six Collations of New Tes- 
tament Manuscripts, "Harvard Theological Studies," Vol. XVII 
(Cambridge, Mass., 1932). 
l9 The Codex Alexand~inus (Royal Ms. I D V - V I I I ) :  In Reducsd 
Photographic Facsimile, New Testament and Clementine Efiistles 
(London, 1909). 
20 Von Soden, op. cit., 11, 614-623. 
a1 Tischendorf, loc.cit . 
22 Tregelles, loc. cit. 
tally across the page and the units of variation down the page 
so that the reading of each manuscript could be charted. 
For each unit the reading of the T e x h s  Rece$tus 23 is cited 
first with the manuscripts that agree with it. Next, the 
variant, or variants, were cited with their support. 
Each manuscript was checked against each of the original 
172 units of variation. However, Codex C, the only incomplete 
manuscript, has a lacuna beginning with ch. 4: 2 and running 
through the rest of the book. 
After the attestation of all the manuscripts had been 
recorded in each unit of variation it became apparent that 
many of the units show no significant family grouping. 
Instead of a grouping, many of the units show scattered and 
random variation of scribal ~diosyncrasies or very limited 
agreement of only three or four scattered witnesses. This 
came as no surprise since every unit of variation which met 
the support requirement of three or more manuscripts was 
included in the chart. A unit of variation was occasionally 
chosen with only one or two manuscripts supporting one 
of the variant readings if the manuscript, or manuscripts, 
were important. I t  seemed better to include more than nec- 
essary in order to avoid missing an important unit. 
The next step was to eliminate the units of variation that 
were of no use to this study. Since it is the H-text with which 
the study is concerned, the unit had to contain a distinctive 
H-text reading. It did not, at this point, have to be a unique 
H-text reading but it did need to be distinct from at least 
the majority of either the I-text or the K-text. 
With this in mind the readings had to be chosen that could 
be called H-text readings. These readings include: 
I. any reading supported by all the H-text manuscripts, 
2. any reading supported by both B and tt, 
3. any reading supported by B and at least two other 
H-text rnanus~ripts ,~~ 
The writer used the 1873 Oxford edition of the Textus Recefltzcs. 
84 Manuscript P could not be considered an H-text witness at this 
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4. any reading supported by all the R-text witnesses, other 
than B, when they are united in agreement against B. 
There is one exception to this fourth rule, this being the last 
unit on the chart (see Appendix) found in ch. 5 : z o .  This 
reading follows the fourth rule except for the deviation of Y.  
However, as can be seen, there is almost no support outside the 
H-text for the reading of the majority of the H-text witnesses, 
a circumstance which suggests that this reading should be 
regarded as peculiar to the H-text. 
The delimitation according to the principles just set forth 
reduces the body of usable evidence to 57 units of variation. 
These units together with their manuscript support are all 
included on the charts shown below in the Apendix. 
In order that the conclusions of this study might be complete, 
another step was taken. An attempt was made to isolate from 
the 57 units of variation those units that contain unique 
H-text readings.26 A unique H-text reading, as understood 
there, is one that is distinct from both the I-text and the 
K-text, being supported by the H-text group and receiving 
the support of no more than two manuscripts outside the 
H-text There are 18 units out of the 57 units of 
variation that contained unique H-text reading~.~B 
point, since its classification is partially the purpose of this paper, 
and without i t  three manuscripts were half of the H-text group. 
Half of the group is enough, if B is included, to make an H-text 
reading, providing, of course, that this reading is distinct from the 
majority reading of either the I-text or the K-text. 
su Colwell, op. cit., p. 762. 
46 As was the case with P (see szcpra, n. 24), 1739 was considered 
as neither an Iba nor an H-manuscript since it  is one of the manuscripts 
being tested. 
47 These unique readings are marked on the chart in the Appendix 
with an asterisk. 
28 Von Soden notes six readings in Jas that he considered unique 
H-text readings. Five of these have been included in this study. These 
are found in ch. I : 19; 2 : 10; 3 : 3, 5 and have been distinguished on the 
chart in the Appendix by the use of an S next to the asterisk. The 
sixth reading used by von Soden is found in ch. 5 :q. Here the T. R. 
reads e~atAqAueaa~v and has support of every manuscript used 
except B, C, and P. B and P support ccaeAqhueav which is the reading 
The phenomena of attestation exhibited in the 57 units 
of variation selected for analyzing have been set forth in 
TABLE I 
AGREEMENT WITH H-TEXT READINGS 
(The total possible number of agreements is 57) 
Nmnber of Percentage 
Manuscript Agreements of A greewnt 
von Soden cites as a unique H-text reading. C is the sole suppport 
for E L Q E ~ ~ ~ U ~ E V .  It seemed impossible to include this unit of variation 
in the 57  units used for this study. Since P is one of the manuscripts 
being considered, its support could not be counted. This left ecuel~huOav 
supported only by B and just one manuscript. The support of a witness 
as important as B, with the sole corroboration of one other manu- 
script, seems hardly enough to justify the use of the reading in this 
study. 
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Table I and the corresponding data for the eighteen readings 
unique to the H-text are displayed in Table z. In these 
tables are listed the number of times each manuscript agrees 
with the H-text reading in each unit of variation. The per- 
centage of this agreement is then computed with the total 
number of agreements possible (Le.,  either 57 in Table r or 
18 in Table 2). 
Tables 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 are explained in their headings and 
discussed in the conclusion. 
TABLE 2 
AGREEMENT WITH UNIQUE H-TEXT READINGS 
(The total possible number of agreements is 18) 
- - 
Nzcmber of Pwcen tage 
Manuscript Agreements of Agreement 
The conclusions to this study can be drawn from the data 
shown in the first two tables. This paper is, however, pri- 
marily concerned with the classification of P and 1739. It 
can easily be seen that manuscript 1739 should be included 
among the H-text group. In fact, its agreement with the 
H-text readings is considerably stronger than that of Y, P, 
or 33, two of which have not been in question. However, it 
appears from Table I that the classification of 33 could 
undergo some further scrutiny, since its inclusion in the 
H-text group on the basis of Table I alone would also justify 
the inclusion of manuscripts 614, 206, 15 18, and possibly even 
more. Yet, it can be said from this table that P looks very 
much like a witness of the H-text group. 
The second table seems to give a clearer picture of the 
H-text. I t  would be expected that B, R, and C would show 
stronger affinities to each other than to the other manuscripts 
of this group. Scholars today generally accept these three 
as being the best Alexandrian witnesses. Beyond these three, 
the H group appears to be somewhat amorphous. This is 
pointed up in the decision of Westcott and Hort to make a 
separate group, the "Neutral" text, which contains primarily 
the readings of N and B. Westcott and Hort then constructed 
the "Alexandrian" text from "a group which is less distinct."29 
One of the most "Neutral" members of this group is Ls0 
Table 2 shows that this is also true in Jas. B, K, and C 
demonstrate strong bonds with each other, forming the 
nucleus of the H-text. 1739 appears to be as strong a member 
of this group as A, with which it shares the same percentage 
of agreement. Y, 33, and P seem weaker but still with a 
right to be classified as H-text witnesses. 
To check these conclusions, Tables 3-7 were formulated. A 
comparison of Table 3 with Table I shows that 1739 does 
not exhibit as much agreement with the Ib2-text as it does 
with the H-text group (see Table 4). When the percentage 
of agreement of P with the other manuscripts in the control 
group is studied (see Table 5 ) ,  it becomes apparent that the 
text of this uncial is somewhat mixed, displaying affinities 
with witnesses of both the H-text and the I-text. This mixture 
of relationship is further studied in Table 6. Here it can be 
J. Harold Greenlee, ~ n h o d u ~ t i o n  to New Testament Textual 
Criticism (Grand Rapids, Mich., 1964), p. 79. 
80 Bruce M .  Metzger, The Text of the New Testament (2d ed. ; New 
York, 1968)' p. 133. 
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seen that the non-H-text element of P is quite mixed. Finally, 
Table 7 indicates the relationship of P to von Soden's K-text. 
I t  is significant to note that both P and 1739 maintain their 
position among the other H-text witnesses in their relationship 
to the K-text. While P displays a higher degree of affinity 
with the K readings than does 1739, neither manuscript 
contains a significant K-text element. 
TABLE 3 
AGREEMENT WITH Ib3 READINGS 
(Units in which 323 and 440 agree are used for tabulation. 
The total possible number of agreements is 37) 
Number of Percentage 
Manuscrifit A greewnts of Agveement 
Therefore, the conclusion must be that von Soden was 
wrong to exclude 1739 from the H-text of Jas. At the same 
time he seems to have been correct in including P in this 
group. While P offers weak attestation to the H-text, it is 
quite certainly part of the H-text group in distinction to the 
other non-H manuscripts used in this study. A further con- 
clusion in regard to P can be drawn by comparing this study 
with that done by Kubo. If Kubo is correct in saying that 
P is not an H-text manuscript in I Pe, 2 Pe, and Jude, then P 
must be a mixed text in the Catholic Epistles. 
TABLE 4 
THE RELATIVE AGREEMENT OF ALL OTHER MANUSCRIPTS 
WITH 1739 
(The total possible number of agreements is 57) 
Number of Pevcentag'e 
M~ntcscvipt Agreements of A gveemen f 
TABLE 5 
THE RELATIVE AGREEMENT OF ALL OTHER MANUSCRIPTS 
WITH P 
(The total possible number of agreements is 57) 
-- - - 
Number of Percentage von Soden's 
Manuscript Agreements of Agreement Classification 
TABLE 6 
AGREEMENT OF OTHER MANUSCRIPTS WITH P WHEN P 
IS IN OPPOSITION TO THE 33-TEXT READING 
(The total possible number of agreements is 24) 
Number of Percentage uon Soden's 
Ma.lzuscrifit Agreements of Agreement Classification 
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TABLE 7 
AGREEMENT WITH K-TEXT READINGS 
(The total possible number of agreements is 56) 
-- 
Number of Pevcentage 
Manuscript Agreements of Agv~ment 
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* = Asterisks indicate unique H-readings 
S = Capital S indicates von Soden's unique H-readings 
( I )  = ~urnbers in parenthesis indicate first or second occurrence of the word or phrase in the passage referred to 
-- From this point on there is a lacuna to the end of Jas in Manuscript C 
